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Defendant 

COMPLAINT ^:— ^" — ; — — - 

1 . This is an action complaining of retaliation in employment in violation of 
Title VH of tfee Civil Rights Act of 1964 as amended, 42 U.S.C. @ 2000e-3 and the DC 
Human Sights Act of 1977 @ 24402.61(a). 

Jurisdiction and Venue 

2. The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked pursuant to 42 U.S.C.* 2000e- 

5(f)(1). 

3. Plaintiff has exhausted all of his administrative remedies as required by 
law, in that he timely filed a charge of discrimination with the U.S. Equal Employment 
Opportunities Commission on November 5, 2004, The Commission issued Plaintiffs "right 
to-s«e" letter dated March 1, 2005. Plaintiff received the notice on or about March 5, 2005. 

4. Venue is proper in this Honorable Court pursuant to 28 U.SC * 139 1 (c). 

Parties 

5. Plaintiff Elliotte Patrick Coleman is a natural person and a resident of the 
District of Columbia. Plaintiff complaints of unlawful discrimination in retaliation for 
exercising his rights according to law. His employment by Potomac Electric Power 
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Company (Pepco) became effective in October, 1997. 

6. Defendant The International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IBEW), which 
is domiciled in the District^ is a corporation. Defendant has employed more than 501 employees 
from October 1997 to present IBEW Local 1900 represents Pepco's bargaining unit employees. 

Facts 

7. In October, 1997 Plaintiff assumed a temporary position as Customer Service 
Representative (Casual) within Pepco's Customer Operations Division (COD). Shortly 
thereafter he became a dues paying member of Local 1900. 

8. Plaintiff filed a charge of discrimination with the IX S. Equal Employment 
Opportunities Commission on July 16, 2002 within which he named Pepco respondent. 
The Commission issued Plaintiff a "right- to-sue" letter dated January 3 1, 2003. Plaintiff 
received the notice on or about February 18, 2003 . Plaintiff filed his complaint on May 
17,2003. 

9. Subsequent to the filing Local 1 900 ceased to properly represent Plaintiff 
Local 1900 acted in retaliation as a result of his good feith efforts to complaint about 
Pepco' s harassment. 

10. By this retaliation claim, Plaintiff seeks to recover from willful and 
malicious acts of retaliatory harassment committed by Defendant from July 17, 
2002 through March 1 1, 2004. These acts included, but were not limited to, the 
following: 

a- it recorded false statements regarding his conduct and work 

performance; 
b, it denied him due process by recusing to abide by grievance 

provisions of the Contract Agreement between itself and Local 



Case 1 :05-cv-01206-RGL Document 1 Filed 06/20/2005 Page 3 of 8 



1900 of the Ititemationai Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (Local 
1900) the union of which he is a member; 

c. it "charged" him as reporting late for work while knowing full well 
that the action was unjustifiable; 

d. it took wrongfully disciplinary actions against him; 
e it stole personal Items from his workstation; 

f it wrongfixlly denied him family medical leave; 

g. it obstructed his efforts to file an internal complaint regarding the 

harassment; 
h. it refused to adequately respond to his complaints of harassment; 
L it sought to use the threat of termination as a means of coercing 

him into surrendering his right to express good faith opposition to 

its acts of discrimination and to oppose wrongful disciplinary 

actions through the grievance process; 
j. It terminated his employment for expressing good faith opposition 

to acts he reasonably believed to be discriminatory, 
11. In particular, Plaintiff complains of acts of harassment which included, but 
were not limited to, the following: 

a, on November 4, 2002 Karen West, Supervisor, Customer 

Operations Division (COD) alleged to have overheard Plaintiff 

curse at Etayne Sanchez, Customer Service Representative, COD. 

When questioned, Sanchez denied that the incident occurred. 
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Defendant misrepresented the incident within a behavioral diary 
used to record specifics regarding his performance and conduct; 

b. On March 13, 2003 Defendant issued Plaintiff a Written Reminder 
for allegedly violating its attendance policy while knowing full 
well that the action was unjustifiable. On March 19, 2003 

Local 1900 filed Grievance # 03-3 1, It significantly obstructed the 
grievance process by refusing to abide by provisions of the 
Contract Agreement ("Contract"). Specifically, Article 17 of the 
Contract specifies that Step 2 grievance meetings are to be held 
within 9 weeks of the date the grievance is filed. Defendant did not 
conduct the Step 2 meeting until December 2, 2Q03 (nearly 9 
months later); According to union officials, the union did not 
agree to the delay. In like manner, it repeatedly obstructed the 
processing of additional grievances Local 1900 filed on Plaintiff's 
behalf; 

c. on May 27, 2003 it charged him as having reported late to work 
while knowing foil well that the action was unwarranted; 

d. on June 12, 2003 it placed him on Decision Making Leave 
("DML") which is the last level of discipline prior to termination. 
It knew that the action was unwarranted Upon issuing the DML 
Defendant informed Plaintiff that it would require him to maintain 
an "fully acceptable" performance rating in all performance 
categories for the IS month effective period of the DML or his 
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employment would be terminated. It informed him that his 
supervisor would provide him an update of his performance each 
month and that it would require that a union shop steward be 
present to witness each update. Defendant failed to provide him 
monthly performance updates for work done for the months of 
July, August, September and October. In November, 1993 
Plaintiff discovered that Defendant had falsified records which 
stated that it had provided him monthly performance updates that 
had not taken place. In each falsified entry it alleged to have 
informed Plaintiff that he was below "folly acceptable" in at lease 
1 performance category (see 9a above); 

e. on June 12, 2003 Plaintiff witnessed his supervisor remove a letter 
that he had written to the President of Local 1900 from his 
workstation; 

f on August 4, 2003 it denied him access to family medical leave 
while knowing that he was entitled to the leave. On that day, as 
she had done on previous occasions, his supervisor informed him 
that she had been ordered to harass him; 

g. Plaintiff scheduled a November 26, 2003 appointment with 

Defendant' s Department of Labot Relations to file a complaint of 
harassment. His supervisor cancelled the appointment in violation 
of Defendant' s corporate policies. He rescheduled the meeting for 
December 5, 2003 and informed his supervisor. On December 5 he 
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filed a formal complaint and provided irrefutable evidence to 
support his claim. When he arrived at his workstation his 
supervisor alleged that he had not informed her that he would be 
attending the meeting; 
h. Plaintiff repeatedly complained about the harassment. On each 

occasion Defendant failed to take appropriate remedial action. For 
example, on December 5, 2003 he filed a formal complaint of 
harassment. It refused to adequately respond to the complaint. On 
or about February 2, 2004 he met with Michael Sullivan, Vice 
President of Customer Care and formally complained about the 
harassment, Sullivan refused to respond; 
i. On March 3, 2004 Defendant informed Plaintiff that it proposed to 

terminate his employment for attending the December 5, 2003 . It 
contended that he attended the meeting to file the complaint 
without supervisory approval. On March 10, 2004 Local 1900 
informed Plaintiff that Defendant had offered to retain him in 
employment if he agreed to drop all pending grievances. He 
declined the offer; 
On March 11, 2004 Defendatjt tenninated Plaintiff employment by alleging that he had 
attended the December 5, 2003 meeting without supervisory approval. 

Count One; Retaliation 

12. Plaintiff repeats and realleges %% 1-19, supra, as if fully set forth herein. 

13. Plaintiff took all proper measures to bring to the attention of his superiors 
and other appropriate personnel his complaints of harassment. 
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14. Defendant's repeated acts of retaliation and harassment against Plaintiff 
were committed with malice and forethought. 

1 5 . Despite those repeated complaints, Defendants and those charged with the 
implementation of proper personnel policies failed to properly attend to these matters. 

1 6. Plaintiff s charges with the EEOC and complaints to his superiors and 
other appropriate personnel were conduct protected under provisions of Title VII of the 
Civil Rights Acts of 1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C, § 20G0e-3(a), which are incorporated 
into42US.C.§2000e-16. 

17. After Plaintiff engaged in said protected activity, his employment was 
terminated, 

1 8. Those who participated in the harassment and decided to terminate 
Plaintiffs employment had knowledge of his protected activity. They included the 
individuals to whom his complaints were addressed. 

19. As a direct and proximate result of Defendant's acts of retaliation and 
harassment, Plaintiff suffered substantial injury. 

20. All of the foregoing individual incidents amount to a pattern and practice 
of violations of the laws of the United States and the District of Columbia prohibiting 
retaliation against employees exercising their statutory rights to protest discrimination 
and harassment in employment. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Elliotte Patrick Coleman demands judgement against 
Defendant Potomac Electric Power Company for compensatory damages in the amount 
of Three Hundred Thousand Dollars ($300,000.00) or an amount that the Court would 
deem just and equitable. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Elliotte Patrick Coleman demands judgement against 
Defendant Potomac Electric Power Company for punitive damages in the amount of 
Seven Million and Seven Hundred Thousand Dollars ($7,700,000.00) or an amount that 
the Court would deem just and equitable. 

Prayer for Additional Relief 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Elliotte Patrick Coleman prays that this Honorable 

Court: 

a. ASSUME jurisdiction over this Action for all purposes; 

b. AWARD to him such additional relief as is permitted by law; 

c. GRANT him the costs of this Action, including reasonable attorneys' fees; 
and 

d. AWARD such additional relief as to the Court shall appear just and 

equitable. 

Plaintiff respectfully requests trial by jury as to all issues so triable at law 
including damages. 



Respeclfuify^ubmitted, 





Elliotte P. Coleman 

2730 Knox Terrace, S.E. 
Washington, DC. 20020 
(202)889-1683 



Dated: June 1, 2005 



